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DETAILED ACTION 


Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 


Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

In claim 4, "said first half bridge segment" and "said second half bridge segment" 
lack clear antecedent basis. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 


(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 


Claims 1-4, 9-14, 18-23, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Lange et al. 

At the outset, it is noted that similar claims will be grouped together to avoid 


As broadly drafted, these claims do not define any structure that differs from 


States. 


repetition. 


Lange et al. (Lange) 
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With regard to claims 1-3, Lange discloses a system for interconnecting two or 
more computer bus architectures, comprising: a first bus segment (primary PC1 12) to 
transmit data information; a first half bridge circuit (126) connected to the first bus 
segment (12); a second bus segment (secondary PC1 14) to transmit data information; a 
second half bridge circuit (127) connected to the first half bridge circuit (126) and the 
second bus segment (14) for transferring data information between the first half bridge 
circuit (126) and the second bus segment (14). 

With regard to claim 4, it is clear that in the system of Lange, the first half bridge 
segment (12) and the second half bridge segment (14) communicate with a high speed 
serial bus protocol (see at least col. 5, lines 49-51). 

With regard to claim 9, in Lange, it is clear that the high speed serial bus protocol 
(see at least col. 5, lines 49-51) is full duplex. 

With regard to claims 10-14, 18, it is clear that one using the system of Lange 
would have performed the same steps set forth in claims 10-14 and 18. 

With regard to claims 19-23, and 27, see explanation above regarding to claims 
1 -4 and 9. 

Claims 1-4, 6, 8-13, 15, 17-22, 24, 26, and 27 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Nakamura. 

At the outset, it is noted that similar claims will be grouped together to avoid 
repetition. 
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As broadly drafted, these claims do not define any structure that differs from 
Nakamura. 

With regard to claims 1-3, Nakamura discloses a system for interconnecting two 
or more computer bus architectures, comprising: a first bus segment (PCI primary 2) to 
transmit data information; a first half bridge circuit (15) connected to the first bus 
segment (2); a second bus segment (PCI secondary 4) to transmit data information; a 
second half bridge circuit (35) connected to the first half bridge circuit (15) and the 
second bus segment (4) for transferring data information between the first half bridge 
circuit (1 5) and the second bus segment (4). 

With regard to claim 4, the first half bridge segment (2) and the second half 
bridge segment (4) communicate with a high speed serial bus protocol (defined by serial 
transfer path 300). 

With regard to claim 6, in Nakamura, the PCI clock signals 1 and 2 have the 
same frequency and are generated by independent clock signal oscillators. 

With regard to claim 8, in Nakamura, the bus interface of the first half bridge 
circuit (15) and the bus interface of the second half bridge circuit (35) recover a clock 
signal from, respectively the first bus segment (2) and the second bus segment (4). See 
at least claims 1 and 14. 

With regard to claim 9, the high speed serial bus protocol is full duplex (also full 
duplex in Nakamura). 
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With regard to claims 10-13, 15, 17, and 18, it is clear that one using the system 
of Nakamura would have performed the same steps set forth in claims 10-13, 15, 17, 
and 18. 

With regard to claims 19-22, 24, 26, and 27, see explanation above regarding to 
claims 1-4, 6, 8, and 9. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 6, 15, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lange et al. 

Lange et al., as discussed above, discloses the claimed invention. Lange et al. 
does not disclose that the bus operating frequencies of PCI bus (2) and PCI bus (4) 
may be substantially the same. However, the use of two PCI buses having substantially 
same frequencies is old and well-known evidenced by at least Nakamura. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use 
two PCI buses having substantially same frequencies, since the Examiner takes Official 
Notice that the use of two PCI buses having substantially same frequencies is old and 
well-known, and providing Lange et al. with two PCI buses having substantially same 
frequencies only involves ordinary skill in the art. 
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Claims 7, 16, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lange et al. 

Lange et al., as discussed above, discloses the claimed invention. Lange et al. 
does not disclose the use of 'field programmable" or FPSC for the PCI half bridges (15) 
and (35). However, the use FPSC for PCI half bridge is old and well-known evidenced 
by the acknowledged prior art, Lattice Semiconductor Corp., and Lucent Technologies 
(cited under "relevant art"). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to use FPSC for PCI half bridge, since the Examiner 
takes Official Notice that the use of FPSC for PCI half bridge is old and well-known, and 
using FPSC for PCI bridges of Lange et al. only involves ordinary skill in the art. 

Claims 5, 14, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nakamura. 

Nakamura, as discussed above, discloses the claimed invention. Nakamura does 
not disclose that the bus operating frequencies of PCI bus (2) and PCI bus (4) may be 
different. However, the use of two PCI buses having different frequencies is old and 
well-known evidenced by at least Lange et al. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use two PCI buses having 
different frequencies, since the Examiner takes Official Notice that the use of two PCI 
buses having different frequencies is old and well-known, and providing Nakamura with 
two PCI buses having different frequencies only involves ordinary skill in the art. 




Application/Control Number: 09/966,095 


Page 7 


Art Unit: 21 11 

Claims 7, 16, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nakamura. 

Nakamura, as discussed above, discloses the claimed invention. Nakamura does 
not disclose the use of 'field programmable" or FPSC for the PCI half bridges (15) and 
(35). However, the use FPSC for PCI half bridge is old and well-known evidenced by 
the acknowledged prior art, Lattice Semiconductor Corp., and Lucent Technologies 
(cited under "relevant art"). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to use FPSC for PCI half bridge, since the Examiner 
takes Official Notice that the use of FPSC for PCI half bridge is old and well-known, and 
using FPSC for PCI bridges of Nakamura only involves ordinary skill in the art. 

U.S. Patent No. 6,088,752 to Ahern, Lucent Technologies Delivers New Field 
Programmable System Chips, and ORT4622 FPSC, Lattice Semiconductor Corp. are 
cited as relevant art. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Khanh Dang at 
telephone number 703-308-021 1 . 


Khanh Dang 
Primary Examine? 


